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delivery or transfer of possession, is not conversion (u).
The act, unless in market overt, is merely void and without
effect and does not change the property or the possession.
Estoppel.—It was held in Manner v. Banks (v) where
the owner of a brougham allowed a hirer for a year to
paint his arms upon the panel, that there was no estoppel
such as would prevent the true owner from recovering the
brougham from a bona fide purchaser for value (w).
No doubt many cases might arise in which the true
owner would be estopped (x)t and section 21, subsection (i)
of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (y), provides, that where
goods are sold by a person who is not the owner and who
does not sell them under the authority or with the consent
of the owner the buyer acquires no better title than the
seller had, unless the owner of the goods is by his conduct
precluded from denying the seller's authority to sell.
Pawnbrokers,—As is not unnatural and as was the
case in the leading authority, there have been a number
of cases in which pawnbrokers have been sued by the true
owner of goods pledged by the hirer (z), on a refusal to
deliver them up. Where the agreement under which the
goods were hired does not amount to " an agreement to
buy/' the true owner is entitled to recover his goods or
damages (a) and this, notwithstanding the statutory
provision (b) that a pawnbroker shall not be bound to
(w) Consolidated Co. v. Curtis, [1892] 1 Q.B. 495 ; 3 Digest 47, 326 ;
Lancashire Waggon Co. v. Fitzhugh (1861), 6 H. & N. 502 ; 43 Digest
482, 193 ; Cochrane v. Moore (1890), 25 Q.B.D. 57 ; 7 Digest 41, 270.
(v)  (1867), 17 L.T. 147 ;   3 Digest 110, 347.
(w) See also Heap v. Motorists' Advisory Agency, [1923] 1 K.B. 577 ;
39 Digest 531, 1441.
(x) For a consideration of the principles under which estoppel by
conduct arises see Freeman v. Cooke (1848), 2 Ex. 654 ; 21 Digest 287,
1019, and cases cited in Phipson on Evidence, 7th Ed., pp. 658-660.
(y) 17 Halsbury's Statutes 623, and post, p. 318, see Heap v.
Motorists' Advisory Agency (supra).
(z) Helby v. Matthews, [1895] A.C. 471 ; 3 Digest 93, 245 ; Burrows
v. Barnes (1900), 82 L.T. 721 ; 37 Digest 24, 190; Clayton v, Le Roy,
'[1911] 2 K.B. 1031 ; 37 Digest 11, 67.
 (a)	Ibid. ;  Singer Manufacturing Co. v. Clark (1879), 5 Ex. D. 37 ;
37 Digest 8, 37.
 (b)	Pawnbrokers Act, 1872, ss. 25, 26 ;   12 Halsbury's Statutes 695.

